Has Historical Archaeology Survived the Bicentennial?: An Inquiry into the Development of Historical Archaeology in the United States by Bert Salwen
Over the past fifteen years, historical archaeology, as both an area of research and a source of professional employment, has grown enormously. These have also been the years of our national preoccupation with celebration of the American Revolution Bicentennial. Now that Margaret Thatcher has officially ended the commemorative period by bringing us the Treaty of Paris--the document that officially ended the war--it seems appropriate and useful to begin to explore the relationships between these two sets of phenomena. I will try to do just that.
In the past, when trying to explain the rapid growth of historical archaeology, I have tended to consider three factors.
The
Bicentennial: It has been assumed that interest on the part of all Americans, including American archaeologists, in the events surrounding the separation from England and the formation of the United States created an atmosphere conducive to the exploration of the material remains of the Revolutionary period, and that this interest generated support, both intellectual and monetary, for archaeological activities relating to that historic period, thus encouraging a shift of professional interest to this area of research.
2. The shift in general anthropological interest toward study of our own complex society: Over the past thirty years, American social/cultural anthropologists have increasingly focused research attention on aspects of their own society and culture. Community studies, urban studies, interest in American "subcultures" and "ethnic groups, have included all field projects which appear to deal, in whole or in part, with assemblages dating from between about 1770 and 1785, whether or not they are directly connected with "revolutionary" actors or events. It was not always possible, from the short Newsletter treatments, to be absolutely certain about precise deposition dates.
When in doubt, I tried to err in the direction of inclusiveness. Also, some reports are not specific about fieldwork dates. To achieve maximum consistency, I have tabulated frequencies reported.") according to "year Frequencies of field projects related to the Revolutionary War period reported in the years between 1968 and 1982 are presented in Figure  1 . Examination of both absolute frequencies and frequency change through time suggests to me that archaeological interest in this period may have been dictated more by expediency than by any long-term intellectual interest in the events or processes of the Revolution.
In no year between 1968 and 1982 were more than 29 instances of relevant field work reported. Activity appears to have peaked in-the years immediately preceding the celebration (29 instances in 1974 and 28 in 1975) when Bicentennial commission grants and contracts for archaeological work in connection with restoration of colonial buildings provided opportunities for funded research, but it dropped off sharply during and after the big year.
., Because, as we all know, analysis and report-writing should always follow quickly after fieldwork, the contribution of Revolutionary War period research to the development of historical archaeology in the United States should also be reflected in the production of reports dealing with this subject area. Turning again to the Newsletter, I have assembled information about papers on Revolutionary War period topics presented at annual meetings of the Society for Historical Archaeology (Table 1) . If my assignment of subject matter is correct, none of the first fifteen programs at SHA annual meetings, through January 1982, included more than eleven papers on Revolutionary period topics. While there appears to be a slight increase in absolute numbers of pertinent papers per_ meeting over time, this probably reflects only the overall increase in size of the annual meeting.
A special session devoted to the Revolutionary War, "Military Sites 1774-84," was held at the 1976 meeting, appropriately convened at Philadelphia. Another, on Obviously, much more research, including a full bibliographic study, must be completed before it will be possible to assess adequately th~ role of Revolutionary War period research in the birth and growth of American historical archaeology, but these preliminary findings suggest that it has not been as important as some have believed. The nationwide fascination with early American history generated by the Bicentennial and the timely infusion of Bicentennial-related research.funds certainly contributed to the successful parturition of this relatively new field of specialization, but the effect of the Bicentennial appears to have been relatively short-lived. It cannot really account for the continued vitality of the discipline in the years after 1976. Nov.
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Jan. Figure 2 ). In examining Table 2 and Figure  2 , two things are particularly worthy of attention. First, the membership figures do not appear to reflect any "Bicentennial effect." A period of steady growth begins four years before the Bicentennial year. This might be correlated with the increase in Revolutionary period archaeological activity illustrated in Figure  1 . But growth continues at essentially the same rate in the four years after the Bicentennial, for which Figure documents a decrease in this kind of archaeology. I don't want to push this point too vigorously--! can think of a number of explanations involving indirect effects of the Bicentennial--but I did want to call it to your attention. Secondly, the membership curve shows a sharp change in slope after January 1972. When it was incorporated in April 1968, the SHA had 317 members. In January 1972, the membership was still only 357 (an increase of 12.6% in some three and one half years). But by January 1974, the figure was 697, an increase of 95.2% in two years, and membership continued to increase at an only slightly slower rate into the 1980s. I suggest that this very marked change in rate of growth, which began sometime 1n 1972 or 1973, is directly related to a specific identifiable set of changes in the Federal-State historic preservation process.
1979
As noted at the beginning of this discussion, the National Historic Preservation Act had been passed in 1966. However, as originally enacted, Section 106 of the statute appeared to limit the responsibility of Federal agencies to "properties included in the National Register of Historic Places." Unfortunately, in 1966, relatively few archaeological properties had been identified, evaluated, and entered into the National Reg.ister. In consequence, during its first few years, the NHPA had relatively little effect on the practice of archaeology.
The National Environmental Policy Act, which went into effect on January 1,1970, required Federal agenc;:ies to consider "the environmental impact of the proposed action," including impacts on the historic and cultural aspects of the environment. This statute, as implemented, involved the preparation of environmental impact statements, and, in the years immediately after its passage, 
